Reply to "Differences in Nitrogen-15 Enrichments of Evolved Nitrous Oxide and Dinitrogen and the Question of a Uniform Nitrate-15 Pool"
In response to Dr. Focht's comments concerning our paper (Mulvaney and Kurtz, 1984) , we would like to point out first of all that the work reported in this paper was designed with two objectives in mind: (i) to establish trends in evolution of N 2 and N 2 O associated with the wetting and drying of soils, and (ii) to assess the relative significance of nitrification and denitrification as sources of the N 2 O evolved from NHi'-fertilized soils. The procedures we employed in this work for analysis of N 2 and N 2 O provide information concerning the We acknowledge that our procedures for N 2 and N 2 O are based on the assumptio denitrified can be considered to exist in a si an average 15 N enrichment and that furthe to determine whether and when this assum soil. We also acknowledge that, as Dr. Fo out with a hypothetical example, these pr permit detection of unlabeled N 2 or N 2 O ev hence the title, "A new method for deter labeled nitrous oxide" (italics added for e paper by Mulvaney and Kurtz (1982) .
We appreciate the fact that Dr. Focht derive an equation that allows calculation N-fertilized soil could diffe tioned one of them in our paper. We rea study is needed to account for the differenc ment that we observed, and we pointed th cussion of these differences.
In our study of N 2 and N 2 O evolution fr soil cores, there was no apparent relation moisture content of these cores and the enrichment of the N 2 and N 2 O evolved.
We concur with Dr. Focht's view that needed to establish whether the NOi" d treated with 15 N-labeled fertilizer can be as a single pool which is isotopically unifor subject is currently in progress in our labo Notes 1. Most isotope ratio mass spectromete Published May, 1985 
